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ABSTRACT

The Credit Hours An Anachronism
The credit hour is the measuyxe of pexformance of students, faculty,
N
and organizations in higher educati@pg it posits that work time eifoxt

. Voo ,
and designated ropertolre are squal for a glven ¢redit across all students.

.. This study examines student work time to achieve a common cyitezlon level

1d'éﬁfind§v1dualised. instructional system. The large time differences
N\ ' ; ) .

that are found document what had been previously “knouwn” ‘but ignored.

What 48 implied in these data for higher education in its use of the

‘eredit hour 1s discussed with speclal emphasis to redefining the credit
d. ' ' '

hour from an input measure to one of cutput,
\ '



The Uredit Heurt An Anachronism”
Ernest A, Vargas
The credit hour is the unit of measuve in academia, The student,

the f&culty membor, and the department are all assessad by it. For
‘the s utudent, 1t 1s presumably an index of how much he has learncd.

He is graduated, credentisled as an expert in some area aftor he hag f

had 'so many cxedit howrs in it. The faculty membor 1s=putatxvely

te&ehing the student, and how much he is t@aching is doslgnated by the
number uf qredit course houra 1ﬁ his “loag", The depaftmenﬁ's productivity
is the sun ofsits faculty credit\paura multiplied by the number of

Fkxﬁptudentsxcarrying then, A heavy portion of the deparﬁment'e budget

1s dec;'déd“ by this index,
Two assuﬂé%ians underlie thg use of the cr@d1£ hourt one, that each

credit houy representa an egual gmount of work time fron all stusenta.
*and two. that repertoire or skills are egu;valent within any given grade
range. The second assumption will riot be discussed except in passingv_
In norm-referenced testing, ghich is thq‘prjvglent grading heésure.used
in the univeréhty. credit hoﬁr attained means radically differont things
for different students with respect to what and how nuch is known, The‘
meaning of the credit-hour grade differs with different professors,
differ@nt,refefence € vups of students, and even with different testing

- ’
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*My appreciation to Mr. Phil Stark, Assistant Director Computer
Center, who arranged for computer support; Mr, Richard Kueniki who did
the programming; and Dr, Lawrenc? ?ralay. Dr. Jlie Vargas, and an

unknown reviewer, for helpful comments on tho manusoript.,
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sltuations. It is no surprigg‘that thore is little ox ro, correlation between
undergraduate grades and latof oaeuputional success (1).- Only with critexion-
referenced tosting in a teaching mode where there are explieit behavioral
obJectives will some common meamng tegin to accxue to the credit hour ;
grade, | |

The other main assumption undariying eredit hours is that they imply
equal amounts of work, and thergfore equal achievements. Thﬁ eiedit hour
is thus used to designate how much work (the nunber of courses), a student
will do, o1 will be éllowed to do, n;thin a certain time frame such as |
a semester or a quarter., The studegﬁ/ﬁherﬁafter is vald to have achieved
a certdin amount of knowledge in & given subject matter swithin that time.
&xtra eredits are given for bettex grades, an A 1s sometlimes sald to be
worth three times the base of C, so for the prasﬁqu equivalent time

spent, a student is said to have achieved so much more or less than his

_ fellow students. Even with critexion—referenced testing. the credlt hour

implies that all students put in the sane effort. ﬁ!’criterion nastery

is uniform, achievement is seen as equivalént. It 15. of course, equivalent

if the amount of work has bech equal. This paper emplrically examihes lhis
&,

second assumption. : ‘ ]

PROCEDURE

Three credit hgurs are given for a large (500 students)‘undergradﬁate
course in educatlonal psychology.. There are ton modules in the course.
Each module except the last has a pre-and post-test and a set of
1nétructional activities. (The last module at the ﬁime of the stuly was
a set-time multi-inmage presentation and is not 1nc1§ded in the analysis
of the data.) The student must pass thé pre- or post-test of a module at

a satlsfactory level, 90 per cent, before going on to the next module.
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The studont has to yeoyele thyough the portinent material as many tines
as necessary until he reaches the 90 per cent criterion level. He 1s told
on which behgviéf&l obJeotives he made his errors and éeneentratqs on
material pertinent to those. Must modules must be finishedl;n a week
somé require two. ﬁl
VExeept for seetion meetinés. all) tests are taken and materials studieé
in a learhing conter. The instruction var&eu in mode and format, and
texts, slidetapes, programmed 1nstructiog. and tutoring are used. The
tests are taken in a spécial area in the Center. Each test is a unique
. selactlon of randomly selected items from a large set of 1tems axmanged
in subsets according to behavioral objective. The seetign nestings ara
"labs" where materlal previously learned is applied in special projects.
In the Learning Center the students check out and :eturﬁ all material
and tests over a counter. Time clocks yacord thé time when material and-
tests are checked out, and in. All”tr&ﬁégctions are recorded on Module |
Activity Caxds. The type of material, 0 ', -
S Figlre 1A and 1B abput here=se==ees
the particular form of the test, and the Julian date 1s noted by the
counter clerk on the caxrd. Tutoring time is recorded by instructors.
There 1s one ModuleActivity Carxd per student for Bach unit of module,
ten in all for each.student.Module Activity Caxds axe mana:ge‘d in such a
way as to keep an up~to;date record on the.student, The information on
these cards is eventualiy coded ;nd key p%?cﬁéd. A comﬁuter_program
processes the data for management purposes.' Speclal -puxpose programs are
written for studies such as this one,
4 sanple of 156 students was used foé this study. The number varies

élightly from module to module as some students pretested out of some

.
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.inhtru@tﬁanal @oﬂpexantu. There was no attempt to systenmationlly seleot
D the stwlents,  The sample was sufficlentl - laxrge to ropresent the xangé
of times involved. |
RESULTS+
% The length of tim@ for each tmst and instruetional activlty for each
student wag cbtained., The, results are presented in the following two
tables. vdne table;g}splays the results pér module and the other'ﬁer
student.
ceumeeielable 1 about hexemsmmmsme
As can te noted, totél average times, which include both instruction and
test time, vaxry substantlally hetwean modules. The shortest total mean
time is that of nodule cight with lO@ minutes (1.7 hours) and the
10ﬁgq%t is module nine with 269 minutes (4.5 hours). The mean instruction
time varied from 81 minutes (1.4 houre) {g,medule elght to 175 minutes
(almost 3 hours) in module nine. The: wvariation in total and 1nstruction
nean time is as much due to diffexence in amount and type of ﬁnst?uetion
e _ as to student diffexences. Sqme modulés.ue:e not only move difficult
but also may have had ﬁore material,'foﬁ.examﬁle a slide-tapé ﬁresentation
as well as docuﬁgnﬁs covéring the same concepts. This variation 4n load
is familiar to studenté who not only encounter it within courses but
experience its concentrgted effect hetueéd courses. The netaphor
“"swamped" exactly'désoribes peaks in this bsciliating effect. Only By
obtaining théﬂtiﬁe takén for any module or course of sthdy can we begin
to even out these'effects. |
The mean times in testihg also vary from module to module, from a
low average oﬁ L4 minuteé to a high of 95 minutes; The varlation !s

largely due to the numbex of retestis (though data not presented show large
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differences between students in time per test). An intexesting aspect of
the test time is lts prepoxti&n of the‘tétal time taken with the module,
In genexal At aveéagad a little under a thizd (27 per cent). How much
test time it should take to pass a_medulé of instruction and its proper
ratio to instruction time_ahquld be oxplicitly sﬁuéied. but two points
5hculd be made about these data. First, except for those students who
passed the pretest, all students ha@ at‘legst §§a tests for any module,
i.e. the pre and the post. Second, a portion of the stwients had trouble
passing the post 4 esﬁ at-the 90 per cont criterion level. Tﬁey recyeled
and retested quite of'ten, in some cases with the zequiged.'but possibly
merely a perfunctory, look at the material. This Was an gttemptwto beat
the tests, I;'proved to be unfeas&bie because~tes€s *QS? frgquently
scrambled with new items dfawn at random from large item pools; Despite
the caveats. these data mgg 1mply that atudents in the typical course
with a much smaller pezcentage of time gpent in testang. nay study too
much and hence be wasting their time. Having a pretest denoting how
muéh they know, together with behavioral bbjectlyeéiwith attached error
fraquenqies pointing to what they should concenfraté on, allows them to
judge how much and what soxrt of effort they should make. The usual
course does not have this, and furthexmore. has pcorly designed tests
for which the student compensetes by “over-studying" or by learning
irrelevant details, There is much efficiency to Ye galned by having
the student svudy only what is appropriate. | *
The.range %f times needed to reach the cémmon standard of 9C pexr cent
was quite extensite within moduies. This can be seen by noting thg diffe?-
ences between the student with the lowest total4t;me and the student with
the highest total in any module. Fox example; ;A module two the'range

2 hours).

goes from a low of 13 minutes to & high of 849 minutes (
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Diffexent students are involved here. One pxeateéied out ofoQ? module
and the other may have had to recycle repeatedly. But having a notion

‘of tﬁ; outside limits is important for future design and the remaking

of a module, especgaily in fitting At with others in a course. The range
of tinme of only testing or iﬂstruqﬁion within a module 1s also quite great,
As can be seen in Table I, tho times of the fastest and slowest¥*students
différ by almost a factor of 20 in testing and up to a factor of 80 in
1nstrﬁction. | | '

Table TI gives the times taken by the top and bottoixggn students
of the'sample of 156, There were no shaxp discant;nuiéies in the samplef

| wsesensaTable II about hereesueeee-

The shortest total_test tim; taken to conplete nine modules by any %,
student was 2¢5 minutes (3.4 hours), and the longest test time was 1379
minutes (23 hours), With respect to €o§al instruction tine over the ten
medules, the shortest was 376 mxnutgé“gg,s hours) and the longest 2655
Lminuﬁés (uzi7 hours). Total time'(inclﬁding voth instruction and testing)
ranged from a low of 778 minutes (ij'houré) to a high of 3958 minutes 5
(66 Hdurg).:_Thus, there 15*a\d1ff;rence of over four times as ﬁuch timé
between the iowest and highest student in reaching the same eriterion level,
and getting the same grade and the same credit hours,' The point is exemp-
| 1171ed further by conparing the top quintile dith the botton quintile of
the sample. The mean difference botween tho tWo groups is a little over

2500 minutes;ﬁa substantial difference of ovexr 42 hours for one course,

**These terms, unforﬁunately. also have moral and quality'overtones

not implied here.
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The course credit hours clearly do not indicate the mumber of hours actually
expended.,

The resultsiassert a simple fact, one that teachers have always ”Rngﬁn“a***
D&ffeiént students take differeﬁx,amgunts of‘time to uchleve a common
crltexion. What has bsen implied 1n'this weil Rnown but pfeviously"
“undocumented" fact has been ignored ar“ any problens which ha'e vesulted
have been thrown on tWe student,' If too much work is given to the student,
he 1& glven a low grade; if not enough. it 4s he who remains 1gnorant. New
instructlonal technol gles could facilitate solutions, However, further
refinements in these new instructional axrangemenfs.suﬁh as obtalning
baseline and time daﬁé. are.needed'as standaxd opera&iﬁg procedures.
DISCUSSION: L o

1. As nore instruétional'gystemg'begin to‘be deyelope@ within the
operant framework, prior formulations of gchievémené and effort will be out
of'jqint with' the theoretical basis of theéé éystems and of how they operate. -
institutiong chénge slowlf. if at all, and prdgress requires thgt what is.
implied organizatioqally 1n new broceﬂuies be'made clear. The new.instruc-
tiqnél arfaégemgnts call for changes in much of what is done or'taken for
granted in higher education,

The c¢redit hour denotes nothing moxe than length of exposure to an
educationsl environmenf But it is the 1;ﬂ¢h-pin of accountability for

the student, the teacher, and the organization. Current attempts at

|
**WThese sorts of findings are commbn in the programmed 1nstruction

literature. A nunber of programmed books\will glve the range and average
time for different types of students who take the progranm.,
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ingtriégiaﬁgl %@@@uatghiliﬁy are in 4 mornss, and a d&&duéﬁﬁ one ab that,
%égausé the wrong unit of measuls 1s bedng used. The t@&é&t&pﬂ&l f@iﬁ&l@t&@a
dﬁés‘ﬁét vevesl what effects are pecurring fx@m.téé@hing. It @g@*éVén hiﬂa.
such effects, There are two imnediate results: -since it is n§t known what

‘s occurring, it is difficult to choouse xafiangll§ among aléﬁsaaﬁive

\teaéhing pfﬁeeduieﬁ, and since yeward @tru@tuges azé built.cn évaluatioif
schemes, a number df inequities occur with students, faculty, and educatlonal N |
~ organizations, k - . - | | |
Students: Theﬂpréseﬁt neaning of the credit hour falls to considex -
.studgng?differences %ﬂd eéven ééscux@s them. It %g aéﬁleqtitgh&e to givé.:'

~ the same howrs of creéit'té sﬁudepts who vastly diff'ex in the amount of
. . . i

< 3

time taken to achieve a common criterion levell Considerations of social

and academic backgxbﬁn&_aré_neglected. In é&ﬁition, the piime characteristic
' | - - '. . . (3 2) - o ! L = )
- that ténds to payuofg is a fast rate of learning, Other yepertolzes, or

~ their development, aye uéually iéﬁéﬁé&. This is harmful both o the student
who leaxruns fast.and_to the stﬁdent who léarné:more slowly. 'The'fast'
'stu§;ht is 1ater'notfprepar§é for the mSnyﬁgituationg ﬁhere-lgarning fast
is not the most useful skill; The slower étg&ent may have othervrepeffqires;
which may hafe litile opportunity to be demonstra;éd. suéh as tenaclously | : .,L

working through eventually, to an imaginative solution of a problem, Further-,
more, individualization of inst%gction cen not get very_faigunle55°student

differences can have an effect oﬁ the organizational setting in which
instructibn takes place, For ex;%p;e. the student who goes througﬁ a
course quickly is forced to wait G@til the next éemester tegins before he
can start a new'one.' Tine 1is unneépssarily lost, The~etgdent who needs .

more time with a course is also shbf&changed. Hig work must be squeewzed
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11 be mug@ in knowing how well faculty a @'téaahi?gs Ave fa bhltg ;nagvgtife

e 4= =

0w i}ﬁg’igﬂd m rou ;,:Lne té’i@iﬁ-i’ig" Aro thmv em%zﬁg shudents nore @z; 1883,

V' Op having no ef&ect? Evon more in m@xtan@, aze ToWard gxgaﬁgﬁmen 'gq@@asw - o
. . BE
I aglag extra egiarh and initlative in tg@uhing? The faculsy ramb&~ 1tf S

- ' le@tureg three times & week to a Qiusm of 500, wucks up 1500 cxaﬁlt hgux&

for hiﬂ&@ii dﬁd his deyagtﬁinta “The pxafeﬁsagiwha‘éﬁtéméts,ﬁ@ innsvate

-  with the same class, and who therefore must spend mere than the usual amdunt

p"\

of hours, gets the same tredit. E‘uz:thc-r, regardiess of which class Prix

aove behavioral bhﬁﬂ?ﬂ, beth-get equ&l @xedit. “Behavioral chspgﬁ ig'a@% g 'J ;

_5 _ ceﬂotea'by the @redit hours Yot tha'ezitical facter in teaching is for the T e
teacher to trans@agm his studentx, to hring ah@ut bkilzn, whether of knows '

. /
-ledgc or pxoblem soiving, they ald not pxavicgfly have., Teachey exasil@nﬁé,

should be ranked by degree of bh¢nﬁe\¥rodu¢ede ‘ﬁecam 56 the @x@dlt hour fox ‘}

t
o

faculty 15 nct neasure of teaching a¢hievemeﬁt but of presumed wosk 1@8@,
it is di&proportionately rewardinp fox th@ge who stday with the t;admtienal
-lectu.a system, The very unit used to define work makes it difflcult ga | jnT‘@
aésess and reward teaching accomplishment since by its'ﬁaﬁura it ééaﬁureﬁ | \
mostly étuﬁeﬁ£ numbers. - Ironically, the faculty momber who teaches more

effectively produces a greater percentage of higher grades bul gets aceused - 'dé
of'washing§opt standards or using ersatz ones. This leaves us wich an ,. ' )
assessment proceduﬁe for faculty in.t@acblng whiéh usiaally resolves to

testimonials from students and sometimes pesys, = .~
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is needed to éraw atteatlon and support to those gnstitutions,ﬁhich are |
doing nove with whal-they get, i | |

II. . The “ereddt houwr" should be response ﬂefined and eut~pgb -oriented,
wygh migab still he tined as a prﬂduvtivity and achievement index, bud 33/
a beh%}i@ral unit, It would be a meaguxe defined by what the student is
doing, or hiﬁ éaaeg rather than by that to which he has been expesed. It
w@ulé thus bu a be@ter source of information to the student, the teacher,
th@ institution, and to any’outside party:éP |

The benefits, aé implied above, would be many. ' One, foi example,

ould be t@ stress the distinution betwean what was achieved from what

Has invalved in achieving it. Criterion refeuenceﬂ testing already

';emphqﬁizeu giving equal credit to those changed enough to mest a prior'
standard, If diffexential crsdit is to be given. 1% ghould be dcne on

1

‘the has&a of rate of eh&nge and ameunt of change. Norm raferenced measures
cuﬂl& he usea here to reua:d far'yeraistence and discipline. but also
reward that indtvidual who for some curious reason has a quicker graép
of: some parti@ular discipline. Reeogniz;ng.both rates and degrees of
ehanga and levels of kncwledge, would faeilitate counseling the student,
F@f/axample. students'ceﬁiéibe.provided with projection curves showing
h@; muéﬁ tine it takes sané@né with %?51Ven pretest score to aqhiéve
magtezy in a particulax c¢urse. The‘student and his advisor could“adjust

the work load mccordingly. Further, foreing examination of what behaviors

are eredited and how they are credited, may lead to producing behaviors no@

. eimply related to the knowieége domain. If creativity, problem solving

@killatggné 36 forth are not-being learngg. it hay be- because these behaviors

are not measured and no credit is glven when they are produced.

14
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Hew praﬁeduie anﬂ new formulations would bs needed. *Instructional
arrangemanta nuut abtain baseline mea&ureb on what is to be taught and
also obtain ar detalled tine record of aIl student efforts. New formulas
would be uged describing behavioral change over time or ‘some other factor;
for example. for organ&zational pUrposes, ‘eost-could be used in the
aenominaﬁog.- The student's report slip would no longer look as it does
now with course, cxedit hour, and grade. It would be a much more detailed

‘deseription~of»achievement.#ith rates and degrees of change in different

subject areas. . A o o s
The above were. shgsestions. but the' objective is & necessity. < to

dispenue uith the cradit hour as now used. This ealls for a great many
changes in how educational ozganiza%ions presently organize and assess

1nstruction. Instructional . 5ystems Hhich derive from a iew and better

understanding of the 1ndiv1dual 1mp1y that the studenx‘s behavior and

its change 1is important. Institutional assessment procedures should

refleet this fact. P i
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. . F , A'l' 'J 3)
g R B el
” Time Per Module .
(In minutes)
Instructional | . Standard Rangeg®
Unit . Component - X ME}?}"I | Deviation -  low High
1. Test - 156 53 34 - 208
- " Inste, 151 28 61 50.. 369
Total 156 177 92 P 574 v =
2 Test 15 ho 13 263 C
Insty, 152 1M 92 32 - 586 - .
Total 156 - eseth*““wugih“ j 13 - 8k °
. ' o » o » N
3  pest, 156 63 46 12 o 36k, -
Insty, 136 129 69 . .26 - N
JTotal, . 156 177 na . 127 o538
b mest 186 Mg o7 10 a8k .
Instr. - 16 - clo1 ., 68 - 3 330
_ Total 156 ~ -1ko- 87 13 k2
. g ;-
5 Test: 156 . 6k 3r #@a 8 193
Instr. ket a6y T 66 hhg -
Totel 156 a3 12 -8 6ue
6 Test.  , 156 65 7 38 12 gah -
: Instr. s g2 . 637 7736 Lo7.
Totel 156 am 95 B - -
7 'igﬁwaest 155 5. 35 10 17y °
~_f“ Instr. 125 o7 b2 23 282
7, Total 155 129 1 10 351
8 Test 156 b - 32 7 186
* Inetr. 125 97 ho 23 282
Total 156 104 (LA T - 3712
9 Test . 156 95 -k 12 ) 682 -
Instr. . 155 175 96 . 20 591
| Total 156 269 126 12 = 682
10 * Test 0 - : )
' Instr. 156 Lo 0 o ko .
Total 156 Lo 0+ L0 4o L ¥

*Pretest times were usually the lowest times of the range. Even
though no imstruction takes place, test time i8°the lower limit of the A
instructing time of a module since it costs both the student and the
instructional system. (It could be argued that a student learns .
something from amy test.) The instmctiona.l costs for students and

colleges for student.s to go through material e.lready known must be guite high.
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i Table 2

BEST n{m MM . ’@T;Te Per Student

(In minutes)

i8 . B

Kodule 1 2 3 LSS SOV : W A : b A0 Total
" Student . ‘
| nggtion » Test Times
oo o 13 2 8 26 .13 10 ,u3 0 208
2 27 22 . 3% 1 62 b3 15 12 30 0 255
3 26 20 12 2 31 - &7 27 1 0 256
B2y 63 40 19 31013 w12 5 0 267
3 2 30 12 3% b3 12 13 11 97, 0 275
6 218 38 19 28 29 1% 3 4o 0 282
\\\ 7 -2 17 23 27 29 4 11 39 73 0 284
8 36 46 13 26 3 12 12 19 90 0 285
-9 3B 28 12 24 17 30 92 ik o 0 295
10 - 26 27 15 a4 26 46 25 39 - 9g 0 303 }
We 66 117 162 30 189 127 . 54 . 67 96 0, - 908
148 35 121 127 8 193 97 50 .29 165 o 921
W9 160 124 4 72 95 . 76 90 97 o3 0 931
1500 192- 88 sz 87 14A 7L 47 68 209 0 932
12 6 90 k9 u3 auk 4y 8s 286 © .0 960
152 168 94 96 51 18] o9 119 130 168 0 1064
15 - 77 133 49 . 99 g C162 174 51 2uh 0 1077
1% 113 233 178 5 99 189 128 1. 173 0 - 129¢
155. 159 - 165 219 * 63 135 132 W5 186 110 0 "13
156 . g05 - 263 343 184 129 - 224 95 - 60 76 0 1379
Instruction Times S
1 50°. 68 . o 0 0O 71 35 25 &7 Ty 376
2" 67 127 51 W8 96 0 o 26 s ug 489
3 57 82 g W5 139 . 0 0 100 - 4 511
4 68 47 w3 18 0 90 4 35 o9 Lo 514
5 69 142 0. 22 0O =45 88 0. 115 = &40 521
é 60 32 o4 111 0 100} - 2b 0: 729 W 540 "
7. 57 71, 0 8 1s; .0 0 -162 4o 564
8 8?7 53 79 Q g2 ° 36 0. 61 142 Lo 599
9 6 Wb g2 33 oy 60 82 98 Lo 601
10 0 75. 0 25 g2 103. kO 43 193 4o el
147 22% 188 - 343 . 149 252 329 104 0 175 Lo 1802
148 242 188 3119 1852 . 113 145 122 96 50} 40 1808,
149 183 257 157 105 395 . 188 183 69 264 L0 1841
10 3107 193 305 307 269 104 114 58 - 1a ko 1843
151 129 221 3851 . 194 W3 318 726 105 1309 4o 1886
152 136 328 185 330 322 319 114 102 384 Lo 2230
153 163 267 161 235 386 323 282 160 148 Lo 2485
1% 369 - 586 255 2358 383- 269 121 60 185 bo - 2526
155 215 429 290 178 4ho 254 158 88 u4s9 Lo 2560
156 275 . 530 351 220 239 169 194 228 43 40 2659
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{Continued)

,Module: 1y 2 3 4 5 6 7 8. .9 1 Total
Student z S * Total Times . '
Position . . . _ - .

Y 80 15 14 64 Y44 13 14 12 152, 4n - 778
2 73 106 16 20 .22 126 81 ' 67 243 40 - 794
3 79 101 12 M8 198 12 13 1 268 40 839
4 84 46 1527 %6 133 BT 15 166\ 40 852

5 108 71 W7 28 120 65 " 15 95 . 222 \ 40 . 8@

6 95 64 97 37 Y6 18 65 61 261 . 40 - 884
7. 99 222 82 91 113 29 24 55 141 40 .. 896 -
8 107 26 16 46 19 111 187 . 15 175 40 9Ne.
9 112 67 94 58 -93 ‘94 197 13T 17_. 40 = 918
10 186 184 13 158 8 95 13 10 272 . 40 . 946

147 176 299 _442 226 198. 425 106 209 422 40 ‘2543
148 373 - 295 146" 216 425 ‘255 153 .218 454 40 2575
149 420 287 A17 360 351 183 212 92 222 40 2584 .
150 350 481 438 135 308 193 198 302 237 40 - 2682
161 609 395 325 249 409 - 200 180 170 239. 40 2716
-162 180 . 399 271 a79 398" 380 154 136 486 40 2823 - -
153 223 336 : 311 295 511 -442 351 207 6596 - . 40 3312
154 270. 550 ' 417 262 642 381 208 117 624 A0 2481
1556 574 849 398 442 612 493 - 216" 120 261, 40 3805

&
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STUDENT NAME .

. MODULE 4

TEACHING AS CHANGING BEHAVIOR

NUMBER

Glln et

SEMESTER... .. YEAR

TEXT-CHAPTER 1

-

TEXT-CHAPTER %

CGPY [DATE | ENTRY. | i

ouT

w1
N |

e

| TEXT-CHAPTERZ .

20102

QUT

IN

2.0703

—m— _
' ! TEXTCHAPTER 3

__

| vExT-cHAPTER 2

N

IR

20108

TEXT-CHAPTER 3

our

1IN

our_

i

.. 10102

' | POSTYEST 1

| our

| BEST Copy LT,

AR

out’

x4

IN

QuT

1IN

- | our

iN

ouT

T LouT
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